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l£i AGGREGATE SJTE RATING 
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Reilly Tar and ChenncaV Site in St. Louis Park, Hinnssota 

Proposed Super Fund Site Project 

: Over the past five to ten years, over forty-five studies have been perfojTned 
addressing the many issues associated with the Reiny-Tcr Chemical Site. 
A summary report (Attachment i'l) compiles much of this information. 

From 1917 to 1970 Reilly-Tar Chemical Company refined coal tar and treated 
: wood with creosote. They occimied an CO-acre site in St. Louis Park, 
/ Minnesota. (See Attachment #2). This is a western suburb of Minneapolis. 

(See Attachment #3). The City purchased the land in 1970, upon the closing 
and demolition of existing structures. The site is presently vacant land 
with a condominium constructed at one corner. Over the past several years, 
the many studies have identified the threat to public health, the contsmination 
of groundwater and soil and a list of remedial actions needed to correct this 
dangerous situation. The main contaminant involved" at the site is Polynuclear 

h Aromatic Hydrocarbon. This group includes phenols and creosote. There is 
a heavily contaminated area of soil on the site itself, extending offsilo 
-in the area of surface drainage. .During the years of .operation, Reilly 
utilized several storage lagoons. The site of these lagoons is also highly 
contaminated. The complex groundwater situation has conLribuccJ to the 
contamination of groundwater within a two to.three mile radius of the site, 
including several different aquifers. 

• Based on the above reports six remedial actions have been idejitified as needed 
to clean up the contaminants. These projects include: 

£'S77/>?/rTgC>'Uog^TCASg^ e£(^eOit>n. CoSTT 
contaminated soil?; 

:: ^ remedial actions 20^00^7 
• : •^????'?'?:ry09,^00 
: ^ ^ ?3.{::Well Abandonment Program 

? ? {?; 4-??"9 Water/Well Treatment Program 

7^9^000 

? 6. Long-Term Monitoring Program »!. yC^(aO%VOO 

s/i/ eoo 
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Appendix Y. 

:• ENFORCEHENT COORDINATIO;^ 

A pending civil action against Reilly Tar in Minnesota District Court \n-.s. 

amended by the State of Minnesota in 1978 to include claims based on newly 

discovered ground water contimination. The district court deni-jd Reilly 

Tar's motions to dismiss the State complaint and to substitute the City of 

St.' Louis Park as a defendant. Interlocutory review of these rulings was 

denied by the Minnesota Supreme Court. During 1979-80, substantial discovery 

by both sides took place. 

In September, 1980, the United States filed an action against Roilly Tar in 

Federal court under the imminent and substantial endangerment provision of 

§7003 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6973. The State moved to intervene as a plaintiff 

,on the RCRA claim and to assert as pendent claims the State law violations 

already filed in Minnesota district court. The State's i.ioticn was granted 

in October, 1980. Reilly Tar subsequently moved for dismissal of the State 

and Federal claims under §7003. The parties are currently briefing that 

. motion. •• • 'v' v 

On February 25, 1981, EPA announced that the funds v/hich are the subject of 

thisrapplication v/ould be used for the Reilly Tar project and, on the same 

date,-the United States Attorney for Minnesota served a demand letter on 

Reilly Tar relating to the activities proposed. On March 3, 1981, Reilly 

Tar-responded to the demand letter, refusing to undertake any action and 

stating that the proposed activities were not authorized, appropriate, or 

necessary. On February 25, 1981, the USEPA through the Department of Justice 

served a demand letter oh Reilly Tar under §112(a) of the Comprehensive 



Verification of Inforinatlon 

Over the past five to ten years, over forty-five different studies have been 

performed addressing the many issues associated with the Reilly-Tar Chemical 

/.Site.' 

: buHhg 1979-1980, U.S. EPA Region V Enforcement Division prepared a report 

summariacing the previous works. This summary report, which is located in 

Region V and Headquarters Superfund files, serves as the basis for '^rifying 

the information contained in the Mitre scoring. Of course, the complete studies 

are also available and documented. 

In addition, an aerial photograph^ survey was performed by the U.S. EPA lab in 

Las Vegas. This photo analysis from 1937 to date can be used to verify distances, 

; surface waters, and sensitive environmental areas. 

Finally, our Field Investigation Team (FIT) prepared a worst case analysis for 

the cdst figures for cleaning up the site. This report, also in our files, 

was completed in late 1980. 



Prior to Fedora! invoTvenic»nt, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 
and the Minnesota Health'Department (MUD) have been the main agencies involved 
in the project. The USEPA Enforcement Division has been involved in the 
project for several years and on September 4, 19G0 joii.ed MPCA and St. Louis 
Park in a law suit against Reilly-Tar. 

Based upon a rather rapid/ but comprehensive series of meetings between USEPA, 
MPCA, WiD, and other agencies it was determined that planniMg'for three of the 
six remedial actions, discussed above, could be accelerated to meet the needs* 
of the Superfund Program Requirements. This accelerated planning which will 
result in plans and specifications being ready by June 1, 1S31 is dependent 
upon the availabilit;y of Headquarters Suppleiiiontul funds. The three remedial 
actions atune to accelerated planning include: 

y: 1. Well abandonment program : 

V v; 2. On-Site well remedial actions , 

' Drinking water treatment project 
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